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ABSTRACT

The Folluw Through Expansion Program involves 46 schools in all

eight districts. The program was instituted at the kindergarten level

in March, 1975. Five model options were proposed fbr implementation on

the basis of previous evaluation findings regarding the original Follow

Through Program in Philadelphia. Of these, four were selected by the

participating schools:- Option 1: a local adaption of the Behavior

Analysis model, Option 2: a Behavior Analysis/Bank Street combination,

Option 3: a Behavior Analysis/Bilingual combination not selected by the

participating schools, Option 4: a local adaption of the Bank Street model

and Option 5: a Bank Street/Bilingual combination.

Pre-program questionnaires were completed by principals (41), resource

teachers (10), teachers (125) and aides (79). The questionnaires yielded

.background information on program personnel as well as pre-program

attitudes. The majority of principals indicated that they were satisfied

with the model assigned to them and that they expected Follow Through to

have a strong effect on pupil achievement, parent participation, staff

development and the motivation of instructional personnel. Sixty-seven

percent of the teachers also evidenced positive reactions to the news

of the expansion program. Option 4 teachers elicited the highest

percentage of positive responses (84%) and-pption 1 the lowest (49%).

Aides indicated increased clarity after training but somewhat lower

enthusiasm, possibly due to previous training which emphasized a

different instructional orientation at the kindergarten level.
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INTRODUCTION

Evaluation Goals

In an effort to collect baseline information on principals, teachers and

aides in the 46 expansion program schools, the evaluation staff developed

questionnaires (see appendix) which were completed by all concerned at the

beginning of the program. In addition to items related to the background

characteristics of the expansion program staff, some questions ware directly

aimed at determining what pre-program attitudes existed. Future evaluations
7

will attempt to measure to what_degree, if any, these initial attit1.7des

undergo change as a function of program exposure.

Programmatic Features

Based on previous evaluation findings regarding the seven instructional

models in the original Follow Through Program in Philadelphia, five different

"options" (a term used in lieu of "model" by the local program administration

staff) were selected for implementation in the expansion program:

Option 1:- combines local adaptions of Behavior Analysis techniques

with regular Behavior Analysis curriculum materials.

Option 2: combines local adaptions of the Behavior Analysis and Bank

Street approaches.

Option 3: was proposed but not selected by any participating sfqsools

and was to be a Behavior Analysis/Bilingual combination.

Option 4: combines local adaptions of the Bank Street approach with

most of the Bank Street materials.

Option 5: combines local adaptions of Bank Street techniques with

Bilingual materials.

5



The 46 expansion program schools are in all eight districts. The

breakdown by district is:

District 1: 6 schools 20 classes (Options 1, 2 and 4)

District 2:

District 3:

District 4:

District 5:

District 6:

District 7:

District 8:

5 schools - 17 classes (Options 1, 2 and 4)

8 schools - 16 classes (Options 1 and 5)

7 schools 17 classes (Option 1)

8 schools - 19 classes (Options 1, 2, 4 and 5)

5 schools 19 classes (Options 2 and 4)

5 schools 17 classes (Options 1 and 4)

2 schools 8 classes (Option 4)

The report will successively focus on: I. Principal survey data,

II. Resource Teachers, III. Teachers, and IV. Aides.



I. PRINCIPAL DATA

A pre-program questionnaire was sent to each of the 46 principals in

the expansion schools; 41/46 principals returned completed questionnaires.

The background information provided indicates that seventy-three percent

of the principals are male and 27% are female. The majority (68%) are

between the ages of 35 and 50. In terms of educational background, 83%

have a master's degree and 30 additional credits. The range of years that

the principals have been at their current schools is from two months to

11 years with a median of 4 years. The number of years experience as a

principal ranges from 4 months to 17 years with a median of 6 years.

Additional administrative experience ranged from 0 to 20 years with a median

of 3 years.

When asked what their reaction was to the news that the Follow Through

Program would be instituted at their schools, 88% responded in a positive

manner, 7% gave a neutral response and 5% did not respond to this question.

Most principals (34/41 or 83%) indicated that they were informed of the model

options at a meeting, but only 192/41.(44%) actually had a choice in the model

that would be implemented at their schools. Nevertheless, most principals

indicated that they were satisfied wtth the model assigned to them, either

because it was compatible with the District Reading Program and/or met the

needs of children, teachers and parents. Of the 19 principals who had a

choice of model, 11/19 consulted with their faculties in making the choice

and 4/19 consulted with parents. However, almost all principals (38/41)

indicated that they met with their faculties to inform them of the new

program.

7
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When asked (Table 1) to rate on a five-point scale how closely the

model related to their belief about how children learn, 33/41 ?rincipals (81%)

assigned a "1" or "2" rating (closely related), 5/41 (12%) assigned a

(neutral) rating and 3/41 (7%) did not respond. Sixty-six percent also

indicated that they expected Follow Through would have a strong effect on

pupil achievement, 73% expected the program to have a strong effect on

parent participation, 71% on staff development and 66% on the motivation of

instructional personnel.

In sum, the majority of principals in the expansion schools seem to

regard the introduction of Follow Through to their schools as a program

which will better meet the needs of children, teachers and parents and

improve the quality of instruction.

8
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11. RESOURCE TEACHER DATA

Ten resource teachers were appointed for the 1974-75 kindergarten

expansion program. One resource teacher was assigned to each of Districts

2, 3, 4, 5, and 8 until additional resource teachers were hired, and rwo

resource teachers were assigned to Districts 1 and 7, respectively. Their

function is to provide staff development and support at the school sites in

implementing the specific model options.

Pre-program teacher questionnaires were completed by all 10...resource

teachers. Responses indicate that 9/10 are female, four are under 30 years

of age and six are between the ages of 30 and 50. Six have at least a

master's degree and the majority (9/10) have more than five years of

teaching experience at the elementary level.

Responses to how resource teachers were .1.nformed about the expansion

of Follow Through indicated that most had heard through a job flyer and

applied for the position. When asked whether they had been assigned the

model of their preference, six resource teachers indicated in the affirma-

tive, three did not respond and one did not know. This may be due to the

fact that at the time the questionnaire was administered, the adsignments

had not been finalized and specific model training had not taken place.

Table 2 indicates the ratings that were made at two points in time, i.e.,

pre- and post-training. Post-training ratings evidenced greater differentia-

tion and increased clarity about the models. The majority of resource

teachers 9/10 also indicated that the model they would be working in was

close to their teacher training experiences, and approximately 50% indicated

that they had recently worked in a traditional classroom, whereas the other

50% had worked in an open setting.

1 0
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Table 2

Pre-Post Training Ratings

.

How clear are you
about the specifics
of the model you
will be.expected to
implement?

Pre

Positive

1 2 3 4

Negati-n

5
N N N N N

- 6 4 - -

?os 3 8 2 - I

How enthusiastic are
you about working in
this model?

Pre 8 2 - - -

Post 8 6 - _ -

How closely is this
model related to
your belief about
how children learn?

Pre 4 4 2 - -

Post 4 5 3 - -

a. post-training figures reflect multiple ratings
by some resource teachers for different model
options



III. TEACRER DATA

Pre-training questionnaires were distributed to 125 teachers. The

major focus of the discussion which follows is based on the actual number

of responses to each item. Where there is a notable discrepancy between the

number of responses received and the total numbers of possible responses

this fact will be noted.

a) Background Characteristics (Table 3)

With the exception of one male teacher in Option 1, all teachers are

female. The majority in the total expansion program (66 teachers or 53%),

as well as in most options, are between 30 and 50 years of age; 47 teachers

(38%) are less than 30 years old, and 12 (10%) are over 50. Responding

about their educational level, 92 teachers (75X) indicated they have a

B.A. degree; 23 teachers (19%) attained the Master's level, and 8 teachers

(7%) have gone beyond the Master's degree.

b) Experience (Table 3)

Only 16 teachers (13%) are without previous teaching experience.

Twenty-four (19%) taught less than two years; 21 (17%) had between two and

five years of teaching experience; 30 (247.) indicated between five and ten

years of service, while 34 (27%) have been teaching more than ten years.

Over 40% (2 teachers) are new to the expansion school to which they

have been assigned. The remaining teachers have had various amounts of

experience at the expansion sites. Twenty teachers (16%) have worked less

than two years; 16 (14%) spent between two and five years; 20 (16%) have

been there between five and ten years; 18 (15%) have more than ten years

of experience at the expansion sites.

12
-7-
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c) New3of Expansion Program

Approximately 60% (74) of the respondents first heard of the program

expansion between September and December, 1974. Another 31% were informed

during January or February, 1975, while the remaining 7% were told during

March. The majority of teachers (62%) were informed by their printipals

or supervisors) in most cases during a convers

discussion. Some found out about the expanst

job flyer, or other printed announcement.

ice or informal

,e Personnel Office,

Reactions to Expansion Program

Table 4 presents a detailed summary, by option and by total program,

of teacher reactions to news of the expansion. Across options, the responses

were positive in 67% of the cases, neutral only 11% of the time, and negative

for 22% of the teachers. Option 4 had the highest percentage of positive

reactions (84%) and the smallest percencage of negative ones, while Option 1

had the smallest percentage (49%) of teachers with favorable responses.

Table 4

Reaction of Teachers to News of Expansion

--

Option Positive Neutral Negative

N % N % N %

1 25 49 9 18 17 33

2 9 75 0 0 3 25

4 41 84 4 8 4 8

5 4 67 0 0 2 33

Total 79 67 13 11 26 22

1 4
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e) Degree of Teacher Input

All respondents in Options 2 and 5 indicated that the faculty had no

voice in the decision to accept Follow Through at their schools, while only

a few teachers in Options 1 and 4 responded that the faculty at their schools

had any voice in the decision. As far as having any input in the choice

of model, only 31% of the teachers,who thsponded to the question (or 21%

of the total N) answered in the affirmative. It should be noted that

approximately one-third of the respondents did not ans .r th, questions

relating to their input regarding decisions to accept Follr,, Through and

the choice of model to be implemented. (See Table 5)

f) Model Preference

It should be noted that approximately one-third (N=40) of the total

number of teachers did not'reppond to the question pertaining to all

reporting of results is based on the responses of the 68% (N=85) of the

teachers who expressed an opinion. As shown in Table 6, 88% of the

responden'es across all options indicated they preferred to work in their

respective models. In Options 4 and 5 the responses were 100% positive,

while yy and 70% of the teachers in Options 1 and 2, respectively, answered

in the affirmative.

g) Relationship of Model to Teacher Training

Across all options, responses about the relationship of the model to

teacher training were almost evenly divided among three categories:

"closely related" ("1" and "2" ratings on a 1-to-5 continuum), neutral

("3" on the continuum), and "not at all related" ("4" and "5" ratings on the

continuum). In Option 1 the neutral category drew the most responses,

while in Option 4, 60% of the teachers found their model related to their
\

training and only 10% considered it unrelated.

According to Table 7, 45% of all teachers indicated their recent

experience took place in some form of traditional classroom setting

15



Table 5

Did Facaty Have A Voice in Choice of Model?

Option
.Yes No

N % N
4

1 6 17 29 83

2 1 11 8 89

4 18 51 17 49

5 1 17 5 83

Total 26 59 69
_

Table 6

Do You Prefer to Work in This Model?

Option Yes No

% %

1 24 77 7 23

2 7 70 3 30

4 41 100 0 0

5 3 100 0 0

Total 75 88 10 12

Table 7

What Kind of Classroom Have You Recently Worked in?

Traditional
.

1 2 3 4 5 Open

Option N % N % N % N % N %

1 19 37 13 25 9 17 8 15 3 6

2 6 50 0 0 4 33 0 0 2 17
4 8 17 9 19 12 26 14 30 4 9

5 2 25 1 12.5 2 25 2 25 1 12.5
Total 35 27 23 18 37 29 24 19 10 8

16



("1" and "2" ratings on the 1-to-5 continuum on the queationnaire), 27%

worked in an open classroom setting ("4" and "5" ratings on the continuum))

while 29% responded with a "3" (a midway point between traditional and open

classroom). Options 1 and 2 had the most teachers with traditional class-

room experience (62 and 50%, respectively), while Options 4 and 5 had an

equal distribution of traditional and open classroom teachers, averaging

slightly less than 40% in each category.

h) Pre-post Training Responses

Piestions about fami.,. W.J.Li, Lute. specifics of the model, enthusiasm,

and beliefs about how children learn (Tables 8-10) appeared on both the

pre- and post-training questionnaires. As a result, useful.data on teacher

attitudes before and after training were obtained. Each of the questions

elicited more favorable responses following training, as will be noted in

greater detail in the discussion which follows.

As shown in Table 8, clarity about the specifics of the mode: Y anging

from 20 to 28% among the faur options before trataing, increased cs. _derably

(56 to 71%) after training. Responses on the pre-training questiona,ire

showed only 23% of all tea s had some degree of clarity, 42% werl

neutral, while 34% were unclear. Post-training responses were much Liore

positive with 61% leaning toward clarity, 28% remaining neutral, and only

12% remaining unclear.

Table 9 presents pre- and post-training cil=7- relating to teachar

enthusiasm for the model co -cet_implemented. While there was a sligjit

(4%) overall increase in --.771-1-siasm for all teachers from pre- to post-train-

ing, only Options 1 and 5 si:-L...rc::ed a similar pattern. For Option 4 there was

no significant change when ,__L-mparing pre- and post-training responses.

In Option 2 the 83% pre-training rate dropped to 60% after training.

-12-
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Table 8

Row Clear Are You About The Specifics of The Mode1
you Will be Expected to Implement?

Pre-Training Responses:

Ratings from 1 (Very Clear) to 5 (Totally Unclear).

Option
Very Clear 2 ----

3 4 5 Totally Unclear

N % N % %

1 6 11 8 15 25 45. 11 20 5 9.

2 1 0 2 17 7 58 1 8 1 8

4 1 2 9 18 17 13 27 9 18

1 14 1 14 3 43 1 14 1 14

Total 9 7 20 16 . 2 42 26 21 16 13

Post=ainimF Responses:

Ratings from 1 (Very :D 5 (Totally Unclear).

Option

Very Clear 1 5 Totally Unclear

28777 2.2 31 012

2 0 0 .i4 1 3 27 0

4 8 15 22 41 :6 30 6 11 4

5 0 0 5 14 1 14 0

fotal 14 11 62 .34 28 12 10 2

8



Table 9

How.Enthusiastic Are You About Working in ThiS Model?

Pre-Training Responses:

Ratings From 1 (Very Enthusiastic) to 5 (Not at All Enthusiastic ).

Option Very
Enthusiastic

1 2 3 4
5 Egguelattilc

N % N % N % N % N %

1 20 36 12 22 16 29 7 3 5

2 6 50 4 33 0 0 1 8

4 24 48 12 24 11 22 2 4 1 2

5 2 33 2 33 2 33 0 0 0 0

Total 52 44 30 24 29 24 7 6 5 4

Post-Training Responses:

Ratings From 1 (Very Enthusiastic) to 5 (Not at All Enthusistic).

Option
Very

Enthusiastic
1 2 3 4 5 Not at All

Enthusiastic
N % N % N % N % N %

17 33 17 33 15 29 2 4 1 2

2 0 0 6 60 1 10 3 30 0

4 23 43 16 30 13 24 1 2 1

5 5 71 1 14 1 14 0 0 0 0

Total 45 37 40 33 30 24 6 5 2 2

1 9

-14-



Responses in answer to the question: "How closely is this model related

to your belief about how childfen learnZ" are presented in Table 10. On

the pre-training questionnaire 67% of the teachers indicated a positive

response, and the rate increased by 6 percentage points on the post-train-

ing questionnaire. Teachers in Options"2 and 4 had the most favorable

responses (72 and 81% respectively) before training, while Option 1 had

the least (55%). Considering the positive responses ("1" and "2" on the

1-to-5 continuum) after training in relation to pre-training, there was a

5% decrease for Option 1, no change for Option 2, and substantial increases

for Option 4 and 5, the rate being 92 and 86%, respectively.

(i) Effectiveness of Training

The final question on the post-training questionnaire elicited

ratings of the training sessions. The resuLts are presented in Table 11

and show that 49% of all teachers found the training effective in meeting

their needs. A neutral response was made by 34% of the respondents,

while 17% considered the training ineffective. Differences in the

effectiveness rating _among the four options ==nged frnm a high of 86% in

Option 5 to a low of 36% in Option 2.

2 0
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Table 10

How Closely is This Model Related to Your Belief About How Children Learn?

Pre-Training Responses:
Ratings from 1 (Closely Related) to 5 (Not At All Related).

Option
Closely

Related

1 2 4

%

5

N

Nut at All
Related

N % N %

1 10 19 19 36 20 38 1 2

L 36 4 36 3 27 0 0 0 0

4 13 32 20 49 5 12 2 1 2

5 3 50 1 17 2 33 0 0 0 0

Total 30 27 144 40 30 27 5 5 2 2

Post-Training Responsesz

Ratings from 1 (Closely Related) to 5 (Not At All Related).

Option
Closely
Related

1 2 3 4 5 Not at All'
Related

N % .N % N % N % N %

1 7 13 19 37 22 42 3

2 3 27 5 45 3 27 0 0 0 0

4 24 44 26 48 3 6 1 2 0 0

5 4 57 2 29 1 14 0 0 0 0

Total 38 31 52 42 29 23 1 4 3 1 1
!

21



Table 11

Effectiveness of Training:

Ratings from 1 (Very Effective) to 5 (Not At All Effective).

Option

Very
ective

1 7 13

2 1 9

4 9 17

5 2 29

Total 19 15

2 3 5 Not. at_All

Effecttve

%

20 38 18 35 13

3 27 5 45 18

15 28 18 35 12 22

4 57 1 14 0

42 34 42 34 21 17 0

2 2
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IV. AIDE DATA

Pre-program questionnaires were com-' , 79 aides and post ain-

ing questionnaires by 87 aides. Table v information on__-

background characteristics of expansion program aides. Ninety-six percent

are female, 77% are over 30 years of age, 61% have a 12th grade education and

68% live in the immediate community of the expansion school they are working

in. Seventy-eight percent have had previous experience as classroom aides

but the majority (94%) have never worked in a Follow Through classroom before.

Tabla313 and 14 represent pre- and post-training ratings assigned by

aides to questions asking how clear they were about the model specifies

they would be expected to implement, and how enthusiastic they were about the

model. In the total program (pre 24%, post 57%) and in every option, a

higher percentage of aides indicated increased clarity after training.

However, in the total program, enthusiasm waned somewhat after training

with 69% indicating high enthusiasm after training as opposed to 77% before

training. With the exception of Option 5, the same holds true for each of

the options, i.e., some decrease in enthusiasm seems to have taken place

after training. One possible explanation is that the majority of aides

(71%) were drawn from the Title I Kindergarten Aide Program where the

instructional emphasis differed.

Table 15 represents the type of classroom the expansion program aides

have recently worked in. Fifty-seven percent iml4icated that they had

worked in a traditional classroom, while 20% had worked in an open setting.

The remaining 23% had worked in a classroom somewhere between the two

orientations. When asked to rate how effective the training sessions were

in meeting their needs, the majority of aides (58%) assigned an ef±ective

rating, while only 6% indicated a low degree of effectiveness i_see 7able 16).

-18-
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SUMMARY

Forty-one of the forty-six principals, ten resource teachers, one hundred

twenty-five teachers and seventy-nine aides provided the information for this

report. Background characteristics of expansion program principals indicate

that two-thirds are male, most are between 35 and 50 years of age and most

are educated well beyond the Master's degree level. The median number of

years principals have been at their current school is four, while the median

experience as a principal is six years with three years of additional

administrative experience. Resource teachers, on the other hand, are

predominantly female, all are'between 25 and 50 years of age-and have a

Bachelor's degree or higher. Most have also had at least five years of

teaching experience. Teachers, too, are predominantly female, between 30

and 50 years of age and have a B.A. degree or higher. Very few (13%) are

without previous teaching experience. With regard to aides, most are

female, the majority are over 30 years of age and have at least a 12th grade

education. Sixty-eight percent live in the immediate community of the school

they are working in and 78% have had previous experience in the classroom.

In terms of attitudes toward the expansion program, the majority of

principals indicated that they were satisfied with the model assigned to them

and that they expected Follow Through to have a strong effect on pupil

achievement, parent participation, staff development and the motivation of

instructional personnel. Sixty-seven percent of the teachers also evidenced

positive reactions to the news of the expansion program. Option 4 teachers

elicited the highest percentage of positive responses (84%) and Option 1 the

lowest (49%). Similarly, Option 4 teachers felt 'their model was more closely

2 9
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related to their beliefs about how children learn (92%) than Option 1

teachers (50%) as measured by the post-training questionnaire. Aides

indicated increased clarity after training (pre 24%, post 57%) but somewhat

lower enthusiasm (pre 77%, post 69%). This may be due to the fact that

71% of the aides were drawn from the Title I Kindergarten Aide Program,

where the instructional emphasis differed.

3 0
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APPENDIX



Expansion School

Model Option

PRE-PROGWM M7NCIPAL QUES7IONNAIRE

1. Sex Male

Female

2. Age Under 35

35-50

Over 50

3. Level of Education

MA

MA + 30

Doctorate

4. How many years have you be.nan y-::ncipal of this school? years

5. Yeara of experience as a p====dpal years

6. Years of experience in some c72her administrative capacity

years

7. Years of experience as a teal_m=,.._ years

8. When did you first hear that your school was being considered

as part of the expansion of Follow Through?

Month Year

9. Who informed you?

Title of person

32



10. Row were you i:Iformed

tele7tone
1

letter

meeting -]

Other, Please specify

Ll. What was your reaction to this information?

Please explain your reasons:

12. Were you informed of the different model options?

Yes No

Please explain how you were informed:

13. Did you have a choice in the model that will be implemented
--

at your school? Yes

Please exts:ain:

No

3 3
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14. 1 you had c:aoic,:...;as your iTheu1zy -.sulte4 im making

1.7his choice? -res No

Please explaiz...

15. Were percents coramlr in making the choiem7 Yms

Please explain:

16. What were the primary reasons for the choice?

17. How clsely is the model that is going to be implemented

related to your belief about how children learn? (Circle

one number on scale)

CIOSEIY RELATED NOT AT ALL RELATED

1 2 3 A 5

18. Did you take amy ateps to preare rnur faculty for the.

introduction ol -H11111.ow Througm t(C) y;nnz schoel? Yes No

Please explain::

3 4



19. Whaz do you amic. .)--te with the

i troducticn Folo Thzough to yo= Itool? (e.g.,

staffing, bu: rsceicIs, etc.)

20. What e:ffect d: you e.-xec.7..

school in the folloy-:ng

Follow Thr-our. -will

-eas': (Circle T-ne

aMEAT EFFECT

number

have at your

only)

NO EFFECT

1. Achievement 1 2 3 4 5

2. Pazent Participa=:Lon 1 2 3 4 5

3. Staff. Deva1opment _
_ 2 3 4 5

4. Motivation of Im-
s:t-ructional Pe==znel

1 2 3 4 5

5. Administrative Erden 1 3 4 5

21. Additiona: Commer=-:

35
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PRE-?.ROGRAM TEACHER ,DUEST- ONNIRE

bcpansion Eclhool.

Sex Maie

Female

Age Under 30

30-50

Over 50

What is the hIghest 1ev,?1 of school yoL cnmplated?

BA

'MA

MA4-

Eow many year.ls of teaching experience d. you have?

(a) Years

0

Less than 2

2-5

5-10

More than 10

(b) Grades taught during this tin=

Kg.

1st

2nd

3rd

Other, please spe'cf_fy

How many years have you taught at this particular school'?

0

Less than 2

1-5

5-10

More than 10

36



Expansion School

POST-TRAINING TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

1. What model are you going to be wc:rking in? (Chec crre ).

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

2. At this point in time, how clear ara 77ii about the .51 acifics

of the model you will be expected tn _mnlenent"2 (CirL:le one

number

VERY

on scale).

CLEAR

1 2 3

3. At this point in time,

ing in this mo3e1?

VERY ENTHUSIASTIC

TOTALIZY LK;Z1LZAR

1

how enthusiasti are you aboc cwork-

NUT A? AIL -1:N7HUFTIAS

4.

5.

How

children

CLOSELY

How

needs?

VERY

belieL= a]u:o =r. how

RELATED

meettz

ETFECTIN1

1 2

closely is this

learn?

RELATED

3 4 5

model rela:ted to Tc=77-

NOT AT ALL

1 2

effective were

EFTECTIVE

3

the

a 5

training sesms

NOT A-2 ALL

1 2 3 4 5

37



Explain:

13. At this point in nime,how clear are you about the specifics

of the model you will be expected to implement? (Circle one

number on scale),

VERY CLEAR

1

TOTALLY UNCLEAR

2. 3 4 5

14. At this point in timelhow enthusiastic are you about working

in this model?

VERY ENTHUSIASTIC NOT AT ALL ENTHUSIASTIC

1 2 3 4

15. How closely is this model related to your teacher training?

CLOSELY RELATED NOT AT ALL RELATED

1 2 3 4

16. How closely is this model related to your belief about how

children learn?

CLOSELY RELATED NOT AT ALL RELATED

1 2 3 15

17. What kind of classroom have you recently worked in?

TRATIONAL OPEN CLASSROOM

1 2 3 4 5

18. What steps, if any, have you taken since you first heard

about your involvement in Follow Through to prepare yourself?

(e.g., readings in the area; classroom observations;
discussions, etc.)

38



3. When did you first hear about the expansion of Follow Through?

. Who informed you?

How were you informed? (e.g., at a faculty meeting; through

a memorandum; through a job flyer?)

. What was your reaction to this information?

Did your faculty have any voice in:

a) the decision to accept Follow Through at your school?Yes No

Explain what happened:

b) the choice of model at your school?

Explain what happened:

Yes No

What model are you going to be working in? (Check one)

89

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5



PRE-PROGRAM AIDE QUESTIONNAIRE

Expansion School

1. Sex Male

Female

2. Age Under 30

30-50

Over 50

3. What is the highest level of school you have completed?

(Check one) Elementary

Hi_gh School

9th Grade

10th Grade

llth Grade

12th Grade

Beyond High School

4. Do you live in the immediate community of the school

you will be working in? Yes No

5 How many years have you worked as a classroom aide?

6. What grades did you work with during this time?

7. Have you ever worked in a Follow Through classroom before?

Yes No.

8. If yes, in which model?

4 0

years



9. IThich model will you be working in?

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

10. At this point in time, how clear are you about the specifics

of 'the model you will be expected to implement? (Circle

one number on scale)

VERY CLEAR TOTALLY UNCLEAR

1 2 3 4 5

11. At this point in time, how enthusiastic are you about working

in this model?

VERY ENTHUSIASTIC NOT AT ALL ENTHUSIASTIC

1 2 3 4 5
1

12. What kind of classroom have you recently worked in?

TRADI IONAL OPEN CLASSROOM

1 2 3

13. What do you think your duties will be as a classroom aide

in Follow Through?

41



-POST-TRAINING AIDE QUESTIONNAIRE

Expansion School

1. What model are you going to be working in? (Check one).

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

2. At this point in time, how clear are you about the specifics

of the model you will be expected to implement? (Circle one

number

VERY

on scale).

CLEAR TOTALLY UNCLEAR

1 2 3 4 5

3. At this point.in time,

ing in this model?

how enthusiastic are you about work-

VERY ENTHUSIASTIC NOT AT ALL ENTHUSIASTIC

1 2 3 4 5

4. How effective were the training sessions in meeting your

needs?

VERY EFFECTIVE NOT AT ALL EFFECTIVE

L. ]
1 2 4 5

5. What duties will you be required to perform as an aide in

this model?

4 2


